The literature on the partisan foundations of education policies leads to ambiguous expectations with regard to the predominant cleavage structures in party competition on this topic. There is disagreement as to whether leftist or rightist parties are responsible for increasing spending on education, while others claim that educational expansion has become a consensual topic. This paper analyses the cleavage structure of party competition over the topic of educational expansion, relying on data from the Compara tive Manifesto Project. It identifies political parties as 'issue owners' and 'issue ignor ers', respectively, and finds considerable variation with regard to cleavage structures of party competition between countries and across time. One tentative conclusion from the analysis is that policy legacies play an important role in shaping cleavage structures.
For a long time, the study of education was a 'neglected field' in political science (Jakobi et al. 2009 ; see also Iversen and Stephens 2008) . Recently, however, scholarly interest in the politics and policies of human capital formation has increased significantly (for a comprehensive overview, see Busemeyer and Trampusch 2011 ). An important strand within this literature is concerned with analysing the relationship between partisan politics and policy output, in particular education spending (Ansell 2008 (Ansell , 2010 Boix 1998; Busemeyer 2007 Busemeyer , 2009b Jensen 2011; Schmidt 2007; Wolf and Zohlnhöfer 2009 ). More recently, scholars have started to probe the dynamics of individual education policy preferences (Ansell 2010: 119-63; Busemeyer 2010; Busemeyer et al. 2009 , although research in this area is still much more exploratory than in the case of policy outputs. Completely missing so far, however, are studies on the 'middle' element between individual policy preferences and policy outputs, i.e. party preferences. The only exceptions are Ansell (2010) and Jakobi (2011) , who provide some initial evidence on the relationship between education and elections by analysing party preferences in election programmes. In this paper, we go a step further by identifying patterns of partisan conflict over education by analysing differences between parties, i.e. issue-owners and issue-ignorers.
The study of parties' election programmes on education is significant, because it provides a better understanding of the linkages between the different stages in the policy-making process, i.e. preferences, programmes and policies. Prima facie, it could be expected that individual preferences should be reflected in partisan programmes, which in turn shape policies. However, it might also be the case that partisan programmes reflect a ubiquitous consensus on the desirability of educational expansion on the level of political discourses, while at the same time partisan conflicts over the distribution of public spending lead to significant partisan differences in output (Jakobi 2011: 7) .
While the literature on the politics of education has largely ignored the study of party manifestos, the extensive literature on party manifestos in turn is not concerned with studying education explicitly. Instead, various items with redistributive implications (i.e. social and education policies) are often grouped together to construct an underlying left-right continuum (Dinas and Geminis 2010; Franzmann and Kaiser 2006; Gabel and Huber 2000; Klingemann 1995; Laver and Budge 1992; Pelizzo 2003) . This approach is useful in many ways, but it neglects the study of patterns and cleavage structures specific to policy fields and countries.
Linking the literature on the politics of education with scholarship on party manifestos, our central research question is whether the issue of educational expansion is a consensual issue or a contested partisan issue, and if it is contested, which parties are the 'issue-owners'. Given the limited empirical knowledge in this field, our paper is to a certain extent explorative. In the next section, we will present and discuss various expectations and hypotheses regarding our research question, drawing from different literatures. After that, we discuss the data, methods and underlying concepts. The subsequent section will then engage in a detailed empirical analysis of parties' election programmes in 18 countries, using the Comparative Manifestos Project (CMP) Dataset as the data source. We demonstrate that the observed patterns are much more complex than suggested by the pertinent literature. We show that the willingness to expand education can be a consensual issue as well as a topic owned by leftist and rightist parties, depending on the country-and time-specific context. More substantively, we find that in contrast to Jakobi's (2011) claim, partisan contest about the expansion of education has not diminished, but instead increased over time. Furthermore, we find that in some countries the issue of education is 'owned' by the political right, whereas in others it is owned by the political left. Our tentative explanation for this pattern emphasises the importance of policy legacies: in countries with comprehensive education systems (e.g. Sweden), the right is more likely to own education, whereas the reverse patterns holds in countries with more segregated education systems (e.g. Germany). Policy legacies in education, in turn, might be related to differences in how the historical conflict between the church and the state over education played out. However, there are important exceptions to this pattern, which we will discuss along with avenues for future research in the conclusion.
Literature Review and Theoretical Expectations
This paper addresses two literatures that, so far, have remained quite disconnected from each other. First, the literature on the partisan politics of education provides theoretical arguments about the preferences and policies of distinct parties and party families. However, patterns of partisan conflict depend on the interaction of different parties, i.e. partisan competition. We therefore combine the traditional view of party difference theory with the issue-based concept of party competition (Franzmann 2011; Green-Pedersen and Mortensen 2010) .
The Partisan Politics of Educational Expansion
The existing literature on the partisan politics of educational expansion provides ambiguous, at times even contradictory expectations with regard to our central research question, i.e. whether educational expansion is a consensual or partisan issue. Because there are very few studies on the role of education in party manifestos, we derive our theoretical expectations by inferring from studies of policy output and individual preferences, the two adjacent stages in the policy cycle.
A first perspective is represented by Jakobi (2011) -one of the two studies that explicitly analyse support for educational expansion using the manifesto data set. She argues that educational expansion has become a consensual issue supported by all mainstream parties. She makes several important observations: first, the importance of educational expansion (measured as the share of positive mentions in party manifestos) increases over time. Second, it is one of the issues least opposed, i.e. there are virtually no parties that demand the retrenchment of education. Third, differences between parties of the left and the right in their promotion of educational expansion were significant in the early post-war period, but strongly diminish over time (Jakobi 2011: 12-16 ). Jakobi's interpretation of these findings is rooted in Meyer's notion of the emergence of a 'world society' (Meyer et al. 1997) . According to this approach, the expansion of educational opportunities in the last decades is an important part in the institutionalisation of a world society. Thus, widespread support for educational expansion is due to its 'broad and societal appeal' (Jakobi 2011: 6) , stemming from its purported role in stimulating growth, reducing crime etc. Ansell's (2010) study mirrors the findings of Jakobi (2011) in the sense that he too finds widespread support for the expansion of education in the manifesto data. More specifically, Ansell identifies an 'inverse-U' relationship (Ansell 2010: 137) with the mainstream parties of the centre (social democrats and liberals) being most supportive of educational expansion compared to the parties on the extremes of the political spectrum. However, studying the relationship between party manifestos and policy output, Ansell (2010) argues that the general ideological stand of a political party is a better predictor of output in terms of spending than the rhetorical appeal to educational expansion in manifestos. Hence, Ansell finds consensus on the rhetorical level, but partisan conflict with regard to output. In a similar vein, Busemeyer (2007: 602-3) finds that the positive impact of government participation of social democrats on levels of public education spending weakens and disappears for the more recent period of the 1990s. There are many possible reasons for this such as the increasing pressures of globalisation (Busemeyer 2009a; Kittel and Obinger 2003) . However, the weakening of the partisan effect could also be due to the fact that even parties of the right promote educational expansion because of the widespread support of this issue on the micro-level resulting in a consensus on education on the party level.
Looking at individual preferences, the expectation of widespread support for educational expansion is partly confirmed. Figure 1 , based on survey data from the ISSP Role of Government IV survey (2006) , shows the variation in the support for 'more' or 'much more' public spending on education in OECD countries. This figure shows that despite significant cross-national variation, in almost all countries, large or very large majorities of respondents are in favour of increasing education spending. Hence, political parties appealing to the median voter have a strong incentive to promote educational expansion. A second theoretical perspective would expect educational expansion to be a topic owned by the political left. While partisan effects might have decreased in the recent period, Busemeyer (2007) , Castles (1998) and Schmidt (2007) argue that they have been more important in the long term and the formative phase of contemporary education regimes in the post-war decades (see also Iversen and Stephens 2008) . These studies show that government participation of the left is associated with a significant expansion of public spending on education. Following Boix (1998) , social democrats in government are more likely to expand public education than conservative parties, because investments in human capital formation are aimed at reducing long-term socio-economic inequalities. Furthermore, whereas partisan effects seem to be muted in the case of total public education spending, government participation of social democrats remains a strong determinant of spending on higher education (Busemeyer 2009b) , i.e. a sector of the education system with potential for expansion. Initial evidence from the micro level reinforces the notion that support for educational expansion is associated with partisan ideologies. Relying on survey data from Switzerland, Busemeyer, Cattaneo and Wolter (2011) show that individuals who identify with the political left are significantly more likely to support public spending on education and oppose tuition fees for higher education. Ansell (2010: 134) and Busemeyer (2010) , using the ISSP data, also find that partisan supporters of the left are more likely to be in favour of increases in public education spending, independent of their individual socio-economic backgrounds.
Thus, instead of being a consensual issue, the second theoretical perspective suggests a considerable degree of partisan conflict over the expansion of education. Because increasing investments in education tend to benefit those left out before, the expansion of education is believed to be an issue pushed by the political left.
However, there are also good arguments for why educational expansion could be associated with the political right. Jensen (2009 Jensen ( , 2011 , for example, argues that investments in education have a smaller impact on redistribution than other kinds of social policies. Investments in higher education could therefore be used 'as a means ... to provide social protection' (Jensen 2009: 2) , used by right-wing governments in order to cushion negative de-industrialisation effects on their electorate. He finds that left-wing governments are positively associated with spending on higher education when de-industrialisation is low, but that '[a]t high levels of de-industrialisation, right-wing governments become significantly associated with tertiary education spending' (Jensen 2009: 15) . Moreover, Jensen argues that leftwing parties do not per se have a 'special preference for high levels of educational spending' (Jensen 2011: 416) and rather support welfare policies that are more redistributive than education. In contrast to most existing literature, he does not find a positive effect of left parties on education spending and even reports a negative effect once the variable for the partisan composition of the government is lagged (Jensen 2011: 425) .
Taking this idea one step further, Ansell (2008 Ansell ( , 2010 explicitly contends that the expansion of higher education is promoted by the political right, not the political left, when enrolment rates in higher education are low and access is limited (Ansell 2008: 207) . The argument underlying this hypothesis is that the traditional constituencies of rightist parties in the (higher) middle and the upper income classes are more likely to support educational expansion, in particular in higher education, because they expect to benefit from increased investments more than other electoral constituencies.
1 Further evidence for a positive effect of government participation of rightist parties on education spending is provided by Wolf (2006) for the case of German Länder.
Given these conflicting hypotheses, our strong expectation is that country contexts and policy legacies will play a crucial role in shaping the political competition over educational expansion. A shortcoming of the study by Jakobi (2011) is that she is only concerned with the 'average' effect over all countries included in the data set. The same critique applies to Ansell's work (2010) because he is only interested in differences across party families and hence uses aggregated data as well. It might, however, be that the aggregated data blends over major variation on a less aggregated data level (i.e. the country level) as well as changes across time. It could be expected that educational expansion is a consensual issue in one country, whereas it is an issue of the left in a second and identified with the right in a third country.
More specifically, we would expect partisan consensus on educational expansion to prevail in the earlier stages of the historical development of education systems, when parties of different stripes are more likely to agree on the necessity to expand educational opportunities. With the institutionalisation of different kinds of education systems in the immediate post-war decades, partisan conflict over educational expansion is likely to increase. In some countries, in particular the Scandinavian countries, the predominance of the left led to the establishment of the 'Nordic Model of Education' (Oftedal Telhaug et al. 2006) , aimed at reducing educational and social inequalities by establishing comprehensive education systems. Over time, political parties of the right may have started to challenge the 'leftist consensus' on comprehensive education, e.g. by promoting the establishment of quasi-private, independent 'free schools' as the non-socialist government coalition in Sweden did in the 1990s (Klitgaard 2007) . In countries, where conservative policy legacies prevail, the logic of partisan competition might be reversed.
Moreover, policy legacies are likely to be related to differences in how the historical conflict between the church and the state over education played out. A common argument in the literature is that a religious heritage of Catholicism has slowed down the expansion of education systems (Castles 1989 (Castles , 1994 West and Woessmann 2010) , because of the intense conflict between the Catholic Church and the state over the provision of education. Furthermore, countries with a strong heritage of Christian democratic government in the post-war decades and conservative welfare state regimes, such as Germany, Austria and the Netherlands, often have segregated education systems with early tracking and limited access to higher levels of education (Busemeyer and Nikolai 2010) . In these contexts, we would therefore expect parties of the political left to be the owners of the issue of educational expansion. Countries with a strong Protestant heritage, in contrast, are believed to be more supportive of the expansion of education (see Manow and van Kersbergen 2009 for the case of welfare state policies more generally). In the Scandinavian countries, statist Lutheran Protestantism might have promoted the establishment of comprehensive and state-centred education systems, which in turn triggered a counter-movement on the part of the political right.
Issue Owners and Issue Ignorers in Party Competition
Before we begin the empirical analysis, we first discuss the concept of issue ownership in the context of the literature on party competition as this concept forms the theoretical framework for our empirical analysis. In general, many studies on party competition can be divided roughly into two camps with regard to their theoretical background: 'salience theory' or 'positional/confrontational theory'. These two theories differ mostly in their expectations about how parties compete on policies. Salience theorists (Budge 2001a (Budge , 2001b Budge and Farlie 1983; Budge and Robertson 1987; Robertson 1976) hold the opinion that parties do not compete directly with each other by taking opposing views on each issue. Rather they are expected to 'compete by accentuating issues on which they have an undoubted advantage' (Budge and Robertson 1987: 391) . This expectation was derived, on the one hand, inductively from studies observing that parties do not mention their rivals (and their proposals) in their programmes (Budge and Farlie 1983; Robertson 1976 ). On the other hand, it is grounded in Donald Stokes' notion of 'valence issues'. He distinguished position issues, on which parties or leaders are differentiated by their advocacy of alternative positions on an ordered dimension, from valence issues, on which parties or leaders are differentiated not by what they advocate but by the degree to which they are linked in the public's mind with conditions or goals or symbols of which almost everyone approves or disapproves. (Stokes 1992: 143; emphasis original) Following this, the orthodox view of salience theory claims that parties propose the same ways of problem solving for an issue and do not distinguish themselves by their position but by the emphasis they place on particular issues. 2 In line with this argument, it is assumed that political parties tend to 'emphasize the importance of those issues where the party is ideologically committed and hence most trusted by electors' (Budge 2001b: 58) .
A central concept within salience theory is thus 'issue ownership'. This concept means that parties can 'own' certain topics as they are linked in the public's mind with credible solutions to particular policy problems. In turn, they compete by emphasising the topics they 'own' over and over again. The effect is that '[r]ather than promoting an educational dialogue, parties talk past each other' (Budge and Farlie 1983: 24) . As a counterpart to the concept of 'issue-ownership', we propose to consider 'issue ignoring'. We define those parties as 'issue-ignorers' that systematically pay less attention to an issue than other parties. From our point of view, issue-ignoring is just a logical consequence when we talk about issue-ownership. The concept of issue-ignoring can be a helpful analytical tool to investigate and describe party competition more precisely. As electoral campaigns are fights for control over the political agenda (Green-Pedersen and Mortensen 2010) , the interaction between owners and ignorers shapes patterns of partisan competition. Analytically, we consider an issue-market mechanism -i.e. voters only care about partisan manifestos, abstracting for the time being from candidate or clientelistic influences (Franzmann 2011). To our knowledge, the concept of issue-ignoring is spelled out here for the first time. A similar idea, however, is discussed in Meguid's (2008) analysis of mainstream parties' reactions to niche party success. She states that one possible strategy for the mainstream party is dismissive behaviour towards the issues owned by niche parties. However, Meguid formulates her theory in a positional framework, which is more rooted in the micro-level of partisan competition compared to our macro approach.
In our view, the perspective of salience theory and the notions of issue-ownership and issue-ignoring are particularly suited to study partisan conflict over educational expansion, as investments in education are often regarded as 'an archetypical crowd-pleaser' (Ansell 2010: 136) . In such a policy field, it makes more sense to distinguish political parties by how much emphasis they put on the issue rather than whether they are in favour or against educational expansion.
Data, Concepts and Methods
In this section, we first present several approaches to measure parties' policy preferences, followed by a brief discussion of the data we use, its underlying measurement concept and the methods applied.
Measuring Policy Preferences with Manifesto Data and Potential Criticism
A milestone project for collecting data on issue stances is the work of the Manifesto Research Group/Comparative Manifestos Project (MRG/CMP). 3 The CMP Klingemann et al. 2006; Volkens et al. 2011 ) codes manifestos manually and records them statistically. In a first step, country experts divide the documents into smaller coding units in terms of content, called quasi-sentences, so that each quasi-sentence contains a single policy statement. A grammatical sentence can -if necessary -be divided into several quasi-sentences. Second, each of these quasi-sentences is classified into one (and just one) of 56 predefined issue categories (e.g. 'Market Regulation: Posi-tive', 'Multiculturalism: Positive', 'Military: Positive') or a residual category. In a third step, the number of sentences in each category is added up and divided by the absolute number of all coded sentences to achieve a measure of the relative frequency with which each issue is mentioned in the party programme. 4 On the basis of these frequencies (percentages), which are called saliences, 5 parties can be located in a policy space, they can be compared against one another, and changes over time can be investigated.
Compared to other approaches, the CMP data set, in our view, is best suited to answer our research question. Empirically, it offers data for elections between 1945 until 2010 covering by now 3,334 manifestos for 840 parties, enabling comparisons across countries, across party families and across time. One of the coding categories the CMP offers is the item 'Education Expansion' (per506), which is characterised as: 'Need to expand and/or improve educational provision at all levels'. 6 This variable is very fitting to identify patterns of partisan competition over education. 7 Moreover, Budge and Meyer (forthcoming) have demonstrated recently that the variable used ('Education Expansion', per506) works as a satisfactory measurement of issue salience (while the opposing counterpart, 'Education Limitation' per507 does not).
From a theoretical perspective, the CMP data corresponds to our research question as well, since the underlying measurement concept is grounded in sal ience theory. The Comparative Agendas Project data (CAP; Baumgartner et al. 2011) would also be in line with our theoretical approach. But CAP does not yet provide data for such a long time period and not for all West European countries. Approaches suitable to determine general party policy positions using documents such as Wordscores (Laver et al. 2003) and Wordfish (Slapin and Proksch 2008) do not provide data on single issues either, nor do they cover the same time period. The latter is also true for expert judgements. Therefore we see no real alternative to the CMP data.
We should, however, point out several disadvantages of the CMP data and potential criticisms. On a more general level, the CMP is criticised for using election programmes to derive parties' policy preferences. Some authors hold the opinion that these consist only of pure rhetoric and do not help us to discover what a party 'really' stands for. A second line of criticism agrees with using party manifestos as a data source, but is concerned with the way the CMP uses and interprets manifestos. Especially advocates of a position theory of party competition have criticised the CMP's coding approach and were concerned with possible bias in the data, for example the lack of statements on their uncertainty (Bakker et al. 2006; Benoit et al. 2009; Laver and Benoit 2007; Lowe et al. 2011) . Other critiques in this line point to the selection of manifestos and the coding procedure, reporting for example variations in the number of coded (and conversely uncoded) sentences per manifesto and partly arbitrary selection of manifesto texts (e.g. Hansen 2008 for the case of Denmark).
Of course the reliability and validity of this data has to be (and has been) discussed critically. Besides, many others, especially Benoit and Laver (2007) , Budge et al. (2001) , Klingemann et al. (2006) , Laver and Garry (2000) , Peli-zzo (2003) , and Volkens (2006 Volkens ( , 2007 , summarised criticisms and discussions on several points. For our research project it suffices here to say that tests of the coders attest a high degree of reliability (Volkens 2009) , that the results of the CMP correlate (highly) with other measurements (Volkens 2006) and that they were supported in further studies (see McDonald and Mendes 2001). As we cannot trace and evaluate the data quality of the CMP further here, we wish to stress two points once again: on the one hand, the CMP offers an ingenious and unique data source to conduct our research. On the other hand, the data has been criticised for several reasons and therefore should not be analysed and interpreted without caution.
Besides these general criticisms of party manifestos as a source of party stances, a more specific justification of our use of the CMP data to study education is in order. Firstly, some critics might question whether it is possible at all to consider single issues from the CMP data without reference or comparison to other issues. This critique overlooks that the data regarding frequencies (as a percentage of the whole manifesto) is always in comparison to other issue categories. In fact, analyses using single CMP issues can show interesting results (e.g. Nygård 2006 ). Secondly, it can be argued that the issue we use (per506), which is defined as 'Need to expand and/or improve educational provision at all levels', is too broad to measure substantive party programme contents on such a comprehensive and complex field as education. One problem of this operationalisation is that the definition includes demands for both expansion and improvement. Thus it remains unclear whether a party wants to reform the existing system in a particular way or whether it wants to expand educational opportunities. 8 A second problem is that the broad definition does not distinguish between different educational sectors, although this issue is important for several of the authors reviewed above (e.g. Ansell 2008 Ansell , 2010 Busemeyer 2009b ; see literature review above). The political dynamics of the conflict over educational expansion might be very different depending on whether the conflict is about primary and secondary education or tertiary education. Ideally, we would have a more fine-grained coding scheme distinguishing between the parties' preferences on the different education sectors. Unfortunately, this data is not available and it is not feasible to disaggregate the CMP data. Despite these problems, we are convinced that the issue we use can serve as a good measure to identify the broad cleavage structures of party competition over education. Moreover, as we are not interested in substantive party positions in this article but in patterns of party competition on education and on issue ownership, it analytically does not make a difference whether parties propose expansion or reform, as it is only important for our purpose here that they mention and stress education policies at all.
A final point of criticism is that our analysis is based on party manifestos on the national level, whereas in a number of countries the most important level of decision-making for education policy is the subnational level. To this our reply is threefold. The first and most obvious reason is one of data availability. Although some efforts have been made to code manifestos at the subnational level (e.g. for Germany: Bräuninger and Debus 2008; Schmitt 2008) , to our knowledge no comparative data set of (manually coded) subnational party manifestos exists so far that would equal the scope and the quality of the CMP data. Secondly, to a certain degree, we would expect parties at the subnational level to follow national parties in setting their policy priorities ('trickle-down effect'), in particular because we are dealing with a very broad and general policy goal (educational expansion). Thirdly, it could be argued that voters are not necessarily informed about the differences in policy priorities between national and subnational parties, especially when politicians from the national level are highly visible in the media and discuss education policy even in cases where authority mainly is located at the subnational level. Finally, one could argue that the criticism only limits the scope of our results in the sense that we look at patterns of partisan competition at the national level, not necessarily a given country as a whole, although we would contend that even in cases where education policy is decided at the subnational level, party manifestos of national party organisations are a valid proxy for the purpose of our research.
Methods: How We Use the CMP Data to Investigate Party Competition on Education
In our analysis we concentrate on countries in Western Europe, because these countries have a similar socio-cultural and historical background and therefore similar political cleavage structures (compared to non-European countries). Otherwise, we would not be able to distinguish between patterns of partisan conflict evoked by different contexts from patterns really linked to partisan conflict. Hence, we analyse the following 18 countries: Austria, Belgium, 9 Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom.
For these countries, we have included all parties from the data set that at least provide two data points, which means that the particular party has successfully entered the parliamentary arena twice. In other words, we exclude those parties from the dataset for which only a single data point exists. Moreover, we only included those parties that compete on the national level; hence, parties focusing only on regional affairs in national elections have been excluded. 10 For these countries and parties we included all possible time points from the latest CMP version. 11 The time period covered is from 1945 (respectively the year when the first democratic elections were held) until 2010, depending on data availability.
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In order to investigate party competition on education using the CMP data and its underlying theory, we need to find out whether, first, the competition is contested or not (i.e. consensual), second, which party (or parties) own(s) and, third, which party (or parties) ignore(s) the issue, and, finally, to which political wing (left or right) and party family the issue-owner(s) and issue-ignorer(s) belong. In order to determine the degree of conflict over the issue 'education expansion', we apply a five-step procedure that essentially builds around simple dummy regressions as suggested by Franzmann and Kaiser (2006) .
First, as we are interested in the patterns of party competition on education in the countries analysed, one condition for successfully applying our procedure is that parties tend to keep their programmatic profile over time without too many modifications. Walgrave and Nuytemans (2009) have shown for Western Europe that this is indeed the case. However, in some countries the issue character changed due to party system realignments. Therefore, in a first step, we divide the data set into subsets each time a new party successfully establishes itself in the parliamentary arena of a given country, i.e. each time it manages to re-enter parliament at least once. In a second step, we identify for each subset the party with the highest salience on 'education expansion' by simply reading off the respective values from the dataset. Third, we apply regressions using the parties' saliences on the 'education expansion' issue as the dependent variable, and a dummy for each party as independent variables. The party with the highest salience detected in the first step serves as the baseline category (reference category), which is the constant in the regression. In a fourth step we analyse the regression results concentrating on the ANOVA t-test results between the intercept (constant) and the factors in order to determine significant differences between the parties in their particular issue emphasis. 13 We are not interested in the coefficients or the R-square, but in the pairwise t-tests of each factor compared to the baseline. Two results are possible here: if we observe a significant difference (at the 5 per cent level), we can conclude that this difference in issue salience is systematically linked to the different parties. We then infer that the issue 'education' is a contested issue in the particular country and time period analysed. If, on the other hand, we cannot detect a significant difference between any factor and the intercept, we empirically cannot show that differences in issue saliences are non-random. In this case, we infer that the issue is non contested. In case the issue is contested for a given country and time period, we identify the primary issue-owner as the party with significantly higher levels of salience. In case we find no significant differences between the party with the highest salience (the primary issueowner) and other parties, several parties can become the issue-owners as long as there remains a significant difference between the group of issue-owners and another group of issue-ignorers (otherwise the issue would simply be classified as non-contested). Hence, issue-ignorers are parties with significantly lower levels of salience than the other parties. The last step of our calculations is that we repeat this procedure for each country (each subset).
Empirical Results

Overview: Some Descriptive Statistics
To start, we present some simple descriptive statistics. Both Ansell (2010) and Jakobi (2011) first calculate means across the whole data set, disregarding differences across countries, across party ideologies (party families) and across time. We reproduce these in Table 1 for our data set and moreover report standard deviations, minima and maxima (see also Tables A1 and A2 in the Appendix). The mean of education expansion is 3.72 on average, which means that almost 4 per cent of all coded sentences refer to education expansion. In comparison to all the other 55 CMP issues from the classification scheme, education expansion shows the eighth highest value.
14 Education limitation, on the other hand, is the issue least mentioned in the whole data set (0.07 per cent). In fact, of the 1,784 manifestos considered here, 1,652 (92.6 per cent) do not mention 'Education Limitation' at all and only eight programmes have a higher value than 2.8 per cent. Hence, a first observation is -as Jakobi (2011) pointed out -that education is one of the topics least opposed. This is some initial evidence that the perspective of salience theory is adequate for our analysis. Additional descriptive analyses -not reported here for reasons of space 15 -show that weighting the data by vote share for each party yields higher average values for the salience of education, i.e. parties with larger vote shares emphasise educational expansion more than smaller parties (cf. Table A2 in the Appendix, and Garritzmann 2009).
Analysing Cleavage Structures in the Partisan Competition over Education
In contrast to Jakobi (2011) and Ansell (2010) , we disaggregate the data in order to determine the variation in the partisan conflict over education across countries and over time. Table 2 provides a summary of our findings. The second column includes information on whether partisan conflict over education has been contested or not. We find three different constellations: First, in most party systems (13 out of 19, which equals about 68 per cent) the issue of educational expansion is contested during the whole period of analysis, i.e. we can identify issue-owners and issue-ignorers. Second, we find a non-contested pattern of party competition only in two systems (Spain and Wallonia). 16 Third, in four systems (Austria, Flanders, Germany and Ireland) we first observe that education is not contested, but is contested later on. It is striking that we do not find the opposite pattern, i.e. competition that is first contested and then non-contested. These results put into question the claim that educational expansion is a matter of consensus between parties (more on changes over time will be said below). The difference between the Austrian SPÖ and the Greens is significant at the 10% level A lower threshold is chosen due to the short time period The election of 1987 has been disregarded due to an extraordinarily high value of the PSP in this year (30 30%) Source: Own calculations based on CMP data
In a second step, we now identify issue-owners and issue-ignorers of education expansion, which, as argued above, only makes sense when the issue is contested (hence we disregard Spain and Wallonia for now). Columns 4 to 7 of Table 2 present detailed information on our findings. First, we list the primary issue-owner(s) and their party families. We then report whether we find other issue-owners, i.e. parties that emphasise education policies on a permanently high level but still show significantly lower values than the primary issueowners. Finally, we name those parties that we identified as issue-ignorers.
A couple of observations can be made here: first, across the whole sample of European countries, the topic of educational expansion is mostly owned by social democratic parties with a strong liberal branch or by liberal parties. However, within the group of liberal parties, it is important to distinguish between different branches (economic versus social liberalism). Educational expansion is favoured mostly by parties from the liberal-radical branch (Smith 1988; Steed and Humphreys 1988) . Second, there are important exceptions to this general pattern. In countries with strong conservative parties with a liberal tradition or without a strong Catholic tradition, parties of the right own education. This Notes: Countries are printed in bold when they moved from one category into another. Countries that remain in the same category the whole time are underlined. Notice that the time periods have different durations. For reasons of simple legibility, we opted for this summary. No information is lost due to fewer categories since the patterns within each period define remain constant. Source: Own calculations using the dummy regression-procedure described above based on CMP data.
pattern can be observed in the UK, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland as well as in France and Flanders for the more recent period since the 1980s. Table 3 contains more detailed information on changes in the cleavage structure across time. It has three categories: 'contested and owned by the left', 'non-contested', and 'contested and owned by the right'. Below the country names, we report the absolute and relative number of countries per category for each time period. The important thing to notice is how the middle category (counting the number of countries with a non-contested pattern for each period) empties out over time. While in the 1950s and 1960s, 37.5 per cent of all countries showed no contest on education expansion, this number is reduced drastically to 10.5 per cent for the last sub-period (1990s until today). This is strong evidence that the debate about educational expansion has become more contested and not less as suggested by Jakobi (2011) .
As party competition on average gets more contested over time, it is increasingly owned by the political left. The last column of Table 3 shows that the number of party systems, in which right-wing parties emphasise education most, remains more or less stable over time (around 25 per cent). In Norway, Sweden and Switzerland, the issue is owned by right-wing parties during the whole period of observation. In contrast, the second column of Table 3 demonstrates impressively that the number of countries, in which left-wing parties Note: Although (as we have argued above) it is necessary to analyse the parties' policy positions separately for Flanders and Wallonia, we only report the vote shares for Belgium as a whole here, because the vote shares of the respective parties would not add up to a hundred (as both Flemish and Walloon parties compete within one election), which would make them difficult to compare to the other countries' results.
own education, doubles (from six to 12). 17 Hence, a second major finding is that over time education expansion has increasingly become a topic owned by the political left. By now, in more than six out of ten countries it is parties of the left that are the (primary) issue-owners of education expansion while education is a right-wing topic in only every fourth country.
What cannot be easily gleaned from Tables 2 and 3 is the extent to which education expansion is supported. For example, the issue may be contested because of one large issue-owner confronting a large issue-ignorer. Or, to give another example, it may be contested because of a small issue-ignorer facing a large number of primary and other issue-owners. To shed light on this issue, Table 4 contains information on the average vote share of primary and other issue-owners, which provides a rough measure for the breadth of the consensus on educational expansion. In about half of the countries (nine out of 18), the (combined) vote share of issue-owners is roughly 50 per cent, which is to be expected if the political space is equally divided between issue-owners and issue-ignorers. In some countries (notably the Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden and Switzerland, but also Iceland and Luxembourg), the (combined) vote share of issue-owners is much higher than 50 per cent, indicating a different kind of partisan conflict. In these countries, the issue of education expansion is owned by parties commanding a large vote share, whereas it is ignored by smaller parties. Ireland is an exceptional case in the sense that a very small party is the issue-owner, confronted with large issue-ignorers.
The evidence presented in Tables 4 and 2 (last column) hints at the existence of different kinds of partisan competition. The typical pattern according to Ansell (2010: 137) would be centre parties against extreme parties on the left and on the right ('inverse-U effect'). We call this pattern 'mainstream parties' against 'non-mainstream parties'. We define 'mainstream parties' as older democratic parties whose roots go back (at least) to the nineteenth century (see Lipset and Rokkan 1967) and who have a chance of becoming the largest party in a given country. Hence, mainly parties belonging to the party families of the social democrats, Christian democrats, liberals or conservatives belong to this group. All other parties (greens, fascists, etc.) are labelled as 'non-mainstream parties'. The pattern of mainstream parties owning education versus non-mainstream parties as issue-ignorers is quite common (Pattern 1a, see Table 2 ). It can be found in Austria, Finland, Luxembourg, Norway, Portugal, Sweden and Switzerland. We also find more exceptional cases, where nonmainstream parties are the issue-owners (Pattern 1b, see the case of Ireland which we already discussed and Flanders).
However, in contrast to Ansell (2010: 137) , we also find a second general pattern, namely partisan conflict between mainstream parties of the left versus mainstream parties of the right. In these cases, it is always left parties which are the issue-owners. This pattern can be found in Denmark, Germany and Greece. In some countries, the pattern of partisan competition changes over time, usually starting with a pattern of mainstream versus non-mainstream parties, which is then transformed into a pattern of mainstream left versus mainstream right (Italy, Iceland and the UK). As we do not find change in the opposite direction, we can speculate that we will find this picture even more often in the future. However, identifying broad patterns of partisan competition should not make us forget that the empirical patterns can be more complex than this (over-)simplified heuristic makes us believe. To illustrate, the Netherlands and France cannot be fitted into either pattern as both countries show a combination of at least two patterns of competition.
Approaching Causal Patterns: Policy Legacies and Partisan Conflict over Educational Expansion
In this article we have presented new empirical evidence on the patterns of partisan conflict over education as well as a novel approach to analysing macro-conflict structures more generally. Our empirical results can be summarised quite succinctly. First, partisan competition over education has become more, not less contested over time (contra Jakobi 2011). Second, paralleling this development, the topic of education expansion is increasingly owned by social democratic and liberal parties. However, third, this is not a uniform trend and there remains significant variation in the cleavage structure across countries and across time. In some countries, the issue of education expansion is owned by parties of the political right -not the left. Also, partisan competition over education resembles a classical left-right conflict in some cases, whereas in others, mainstream parties of the political centre own education and non-mainstream parties ignore it.
Admittedly, the patterns of partisan competition only partly confirm our expectations with regard to the role of policy legacies. The fact that education is owned by the political right in Norway and Sweden meets our expectations with regard to the role of Protestantism and comprehensive education, but not necessarily in the cases of Switzerland, France and Flanders. Education is owned by the political left in Germany, Austria, Italy, the Netherlands, Luxembourg and Ireland, confirming our hypothesis about the role of conservative legacies in these countries. However, education is also owned by the political left in Denmark, Finland and, in the more recent period, the United Kingdom, which fits less well with our expectations. To a certain degree, this might reflect the poor operationalisation of the concept of 'educational expansion' in the CMP dataset. It simply might be too broad to capture more subtle differences between different kinds of educational reform and expansion. Clearly, more research would be welcome here. For example, using the findings from this paper as a dependent variable, we envisage conducting a 'quasi-panel' study with different sets of independent variables (partisan and religious heritage, political institutions, etc.). Alternatively, one could try to re-code party manifestos with a focus on differences in education.
Finally, although our paper is primarily addressed to scholars studying the politics of education, it is relevant for a broader audience of scholars working on parties and party competition for a number of reasons. First, we use a very common data set from this literature: the CMP data set. Most often the data is 'just' used to construct left-right scales and to analyse party competition on this basis. Here, we demonstrated that it is possible and fruitful to analyse single issues from the CMP data set as well (see also Nygård 2006) . Future research -even when concerned with a different policy field -can make use of the methodological approach applied in the present paper. More concretely, it would be highly interesting to compare our findings for the case of educational expansion to the case of welfare state expansion (the CMP data set would allow us to do that). Our expectation would be that partisan competition in the case of welfare state expansion resembles a classical left-right pattern. Second, our article leads to a re-specification of issue-owner theories of party competition as we introduce a new concept to the party politics literature that has been overlooked so far: issue-ignoring. According to our argument, the interaction of issue-ignorers and issue-owners defines the issue character as being consensual or contested on the macro-level. Detecting issue-ignorers can help us to describe and analyse issue competition in a more analytical way. Finally, we offer a good measure to investigate (the degree of) consensus on an issue by analysing the vote share of the issue-owner(s) or issue-ignorer(s), respectively. Source: Own calculations based on CMP data. SD Standard Deviation. The columns labelled 'weighted' report data weighted by the vote share of each party. Numbers in bold indicate whether the weighted or unweighted data shows higher levels.
